Purpose. This research investigated the roles of perceivers' facial mimicry and empathy in the emotional victim effect (EVE) -the finding that complainants tend to appear more credible when exhibiting (vs. not exhibiting) negative emotional displays during their statements. Because facial mimicry plays a key role in empathic responding, it was hypothesized that inhibiting and facilitating perceivers' mimicry would attenuate and amplify the EVE, respectively.
Criminal events are often inherently emotional. For example, victims of violence report a range of emotional reactions varying in type and intensity over time (Frieze, Hymer, & Greenberg, 1987) . Research has shown that crime victims' emotional responses influence not only their own well-being and recovery, but also how they are perceived by others in legal settings. Several studies have consistently found that complainants who express negative emotions while making statements about an alleged victimization tend to be judged as more credible and believable compared with complainants who express little emotion or positive feelings (Ask & Landstr€ om, 2010; Bollingmo, Wessel, Eilertsen, & Magnussen, 2008; Bollingmo, Wessel, Sandvold, Eilertsen, & Magnussen, 2009; Kaufmann, Drevland, Wessel, Overskeid, & Magnussen, 2003) 
. This phenomenon, which has
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been demonstrated among lay people and police officers alike, is commonly referred to as the emotional victim effect (EVE; Ask & Landstr€ om, 2010) .
Recent research has begun to explore the mechanisms underlying the EVE. Traditionally, most researchers have adopted a schema-based account, assuming that people have stereotypical expectations about what constitutes a 'normal' reaction to victimization, and that complainants who do not conform to expectations are viewed as lacking in credibility (e.g., Calhoun, Cann, Selby, & Magee, 1981; Winkel & Koppelaar, 1991) . Consistent with this assumption, Hackett, Day, and Mohr (2008) showed that individuals with strong (vs. weak) expectations about emotional victim behaviours were more likely to exhibit the EVE when judging the credibility of a rape victim. Similarly, Ask and Landstr€ om (2010) found that violation of perceivers' expectations partly mediated the effect of complainant demeanour on credibility judgements.
In addition to the stereotype-based view, researchers have started to examine the role of perceivers' feelings in judgements of credibility. Findings by Ask and Landstr€ om (2010) indicated that an emotional (vs. neutral) complainant was judged as more credible partly because she evoked stronger feelings of compassion in perceivers. This suggests that affective and empathic responses may be a component of credibility attributions. To investigate the role of these mechanisms in the EVE, this study addressed a key element in the production of empathy -facial mimicry.
People tend to automatically mimic others' facial expressions and other emotionally expressive behaviours (Hess & Fischer, 2016) . Such mimicry provides perceivers with feedback about others' current affective states and facilitates the empathic understanding of others' situation (Stel, 2016) . For instance, Stel, van Baaren, and Vonk (2008) reported that participants who watched videos of people displaying positive or negative facial expressions were more likely to experience corresponding feelings themselves when instructed to mimic the facial expression, compared with when instructed not to mimic. Such 'emotional contagion' (Hatfield, Bensman, Thornton, & Rapson, 2014 ) -the transfer of emotions from expresser to perceiver -is sometimes referred to as affective empathy (Schuler, Mohnke, & Walter, 2016) . Facial mimicry has also been linked to cognitive empathy -the process of mentally taking the other's perspective (Stel, 2016) . For instance, in the study by Stel et al. (2008) , participants who mimicked facial expressions were more likely to consider a situation from the perspective of a person in need than were participants who did not mimic.
Here, I propose that both affective and cognitive empathic responses can influence perceivers' perception of complainant believability -affective empathy through the use of feelings as a direct source of information (i.e., 'This makes me feel bad, therefore it must be true'), and cognitive empathy by making events seem more plausible through active perspective taking (i.e., 'I can easily imagine this, therefore it must be true'). It is probable that an emotional (vs. neutral) complainant evokes stronger cognitive and affective empathy among perceivers, and empathic reactions may thus play a key mediating role in the EVE.
This study was designed to test the conjoint influence of complainant emotional expressions and facial mimicry on credibility judgements. While previous studies have inferred mechanisms of the EVE from correlational data (e.g., more compassion is associated with higher credibility; Ask & Landstr€ om, 2010) , this study investigated the process more directly through experimental manipulation (i.e., a moderation-of-process approach; Spencer, Zanna, & Fong, 2005) . Participants were presented with a videotaped testimony where a female complainant, behaving in an emotional or a neutral manner, reported to have been raped by a male acquaintance. Prior to watching the video, participants in the experimental conditions were instructed to mimic or not to mimic the complainant's facial expression, while control participants received no instructions regarding mimicry. In line with previous demonstrations, this study was expected to replicate the EVE, such that the complainant would be judged more believable when giving her statement in an emotional (vs. neutral) manner (H1). Moreover, it was predicted that the manipulations of complainant expressions and mimicry would interact, such that instructions to actively mimic the complainant would amplify the EVE (H2a), while instructions to actively prevent mimicry would attenuate the EVE (H2b), relative to control participants. Finally, it was posited that cognitive (H3a) and affective (H3b) empathy would mediate the influence of complainant emotional expression on believability judgements.
Method
Participants and design A total of 369 participants were recruited from the participant pool of the Psychology Department at a major Swedish university. Seven participants were excluded prior to data analyses due to poor vision (3), failure to read instructions (3), or technical failure (1). The final sample consisted of 362 participants (255 females, 105 males, 2 reporting 'other' as gender) 1 with ages ranging from 18 to 77 years (M = 28.30, SD = 10.48). They were randomly assigned to one of six cells defined by a 2 (complainant expression: emotional vs. neutral) 9 3 (mimicry instruction: mimicry vs. no mimicry vs. control) factorial design. A required sample size of 360 participants was determined a priori, ensuring high power (99%) to detect a main effect of complainant expression of a magnitude equivalent to that reported in a previous study using the same stimulus material (d = 0.48; Ask & Landstr€ om, 2010) , and reasonable power (80%) to detect a small (g 2 p = .035) Complainant Expression 9 Mimicry Instruction interaction.
Procedure and materials
The methodology in this study has been approved by a Regional Ethical Review Board. Participants were informed, before consenting to participating in the study, that they would be presented with a videotaped interview regarding an alleged rape. They were discouraged from participating if they felt the topic might cause psychological distress. All instructions and materials were presented to participants on a computer monitor, and the experimenter was blind to the condition of each participant. Up to four participants were tested simultaneously, and they were seated separately in cubicles and wore headphones throughout the experimental session.
Case background
Participants were provided with written background information about the video material to be presented. First, participants were told that they would watch a segment from a videotaped police interview with a female complainant and that their task was to judge the credibility of the complainant. They were told that the woman had reported to the police having been raped by a male acquaintance at an 'afterparty'. The report had been filed 3 days after the alleged event, after the complainant had been persuaded by her boyfriend and her best friend to do so. Next, participants read a summary of the accused man's statement when questioned by the police: He admitted to having had sex with the complainant, but claimed that the sex had been consensual. He expressed sadness and distress and said he did not understand why he had been accused of rape. He claimed to have known the complainant for several years. The man described the complainant as having been quite drunk at the afterparty and said he had offered to call a taxi. Instead, however, they had started kissing, which led to them having sex. Afterwards, the woman had suddenly left the apartment, presumably because she felt bad about having cheated on her boyfriend. Finally, participants were told that the video segment they were about to watch showed the woman's response when the interviewer asked for a free recall of the event; that the interview had been held on the same day as the rape was reported to the police; and that the complainant had consented to the video being used for research purposes.
Mimicry instructions
Before the video material was presented, instructions stressed the importance of paying attention to the verbal content of the statement. Participants in the control condition received no further instructions. Participants in the mimicry condition were additionally told:
In addition, we want you to observe the complainant's face. We want you to actively mimic the facial expressions displayed by the complainant during the interview. By mimicry we mean mirroring the other person's facial expressions (e.g., around the eyes and the mouth). When you observe an expression in the complainant's face, you mirror it and make the same movements. Perform this mimicry throughout the entire video.
Participants in the no-mimicry condition were instead told:
In addition, we want you to observe the complainant's face. We want you to monitor the facial expressions displayed by the complainant during the interview, and take care not to mimic them. By mimicry we mean mirroring the other person's facial expressions (e.g., around the eyes and the mouth). Actively avoid mimicking the complainant's facial expressions by making sure your own facial expressions are not influenced by those of the complainant. Perform this instruction throughout the entire video.
The mimicry instructions were adopted from Stel et al. (2008) .
Video material
The video material in this study was developed for a previous study by Ask and Landstr€ om (2010) . Participants were shown a video of a female complainant -played by a 28-year-old semi-professional actress, unknown to the general public -who reported a rape in a police interview. The video was created in two versions, manipulating the emotional expression of the complainant. In the emotional version, the complainant displayed evident negative emotions, congruent with common conceptions of 'typical' rape victim reactions (Ask, 2010; Kaufmann et al., 2003; Wrede & Ask, 2015) . Specifically, she cried several times during the statement, spoke with a trembling voice, appeared to struggle to maintain control, and hesitated before disclosing sensitive parts of the event. In the neutral version, the complainant avoided obvious displays of emotions and appeared as if her memories of the event were not emotionally charged. Specifically, she related the event in a factual manner, spoke with a steady and confident voice, and did not hesitate when describing sensitive parts of the events.
The videos were shot with the camera at level with the complainant's face on the vertical axis and at a 45°angle to the face on the horizontal axis, and showed the entire upper body of the complainant. The interviewer could not be seen or heard in the recording. The verbal content of the statement was identical between the two versions. In short, the woman reported that she had been at a party together with friends at the accused man's apartment, and had stayed after the party while waiting for the man to call a taxi. Instead of calling a taxi, however, the man had become violent and forced her to vaginal intercourse. After he had ejaculated, she had managed to escape the apartment and had caught a taxi to her boyfriend's house. The total running time of the video was 5 min 15 s for the neutral version and 6 min 55 s for the emotional version. (For a detailed description of the videos, see Ask & Landstr€ om, 2010.) Measures Immediately after watching the videotaped statement, participants completed a questionnaire about their perception of the statement and complainant and their compliance with the experimental instructions.
Believability judgements. Participants were first presented with a dichotomous choice relating to the believability of the complainant's statement: 'The complainant and the suspect have provided different accounts of the event. If you were to take a stand, which of the following options would you choose?' (1 = the complainant has not been raped, 2 = the complainant has been raped). Participants were then asked to indicate how certain they were that their choice was correct, using a 6-point scale ranging from 50% (completely uncertain) to 100% (completely certain) in 10% increments. To obtain a more sensitive measure of believability, the two judgements were combined into a single bipolar measure of complainant believability, in keeping with the procedure of Ask and Landstr€ om (2010) . For participants who believed the complainant's statement was false, the certainty ratings were reversed by subtracting each participant's certainty rating from 100%, producing values from 0% (certainly false) to 50% (completely uncertain). For participants who thought that the complainant was telling the truth, the original confidence rating was retained, so that values ranged from 50% (completely uncertain) to 100% (certainly true). The sample distribution of the resulting variable was approximately normal (skewness = À0.39, kurtosis = À0.59).
Cognitive empathy. To probe the role of cognitive empathy in the process of judging complainant believability, participants were asked to report the extent to which they took the complainant's perspective, felt engaged by the complainant's statement, and imagined themselves in the complainant's position while watching the statement. Ratings were made using 7-point scales (1 = not at all, 7 = entirely). The three ratings were averaged to form a composite index of cognitive empathy (a = .67).
Emotion ratings. As a check for the effectiveness of the complainant expression manipulation, participants rated the extent to which the complainant had displayed each of 11 emotional states (angry, annoyed, anxious, depressed, distressed, enthusiastic, happy, pleased, sad, tense, and uncomfortable) using a 7-point scale (1 = not at all, 7 = extremely). As a measure of affective empathy, they then made corresponding ratings of the extent to which they had themselves experienced each of the 11 emotional states while watching the statement. Principal component analyses with varimax rotation yielded a two-factor solution for the ratings of complainant emotions and a three-factor solution for the self-ratings.
2 Items that loaded highly (>.50) on the first factor for both sets of ratings (anxious, depressed, distressed, sad, tense, and uncomfortable) were averaged into composite indices representing perceived negative emotions (i.e., ratings of complainant emotions; a = .86) and affective empathy (i.e., ratings of own emotions; a = .90), respectively.
Self-reported mimicry. Finally, to check participants' compliance with the facialmimicry instructions, they were asked to rate on a 7-point scale the extent to which they had mimicked the complainant's facial expressions (1 = not at all, 7 = entirely).
Results

Preliminary analyses
A 2 (complainant expression: emotional vs. neutral) 9 3 (mimicry instruction: mimicry vs. no mimicry vs. control) factorial analysis of variance (ANOVA) performed on participants' self-rated amount of facial mimicry while watching the videotaped testimony indicated that the main effect of mimicry instructions was statistically significant, F(2, 356) = 100.84, p < .001, g [3.36, 3.92] ). Post-hoc tests showed that all three grouped differed significantly from each other, all ps < .001 (Bonferroni-corrected). The main effect of complainant expression and the Complainant Expression 9 Mimicry Instruction interaction were not statistically significant, both ps > .440.
A second 2 9 3 ANOVA was performed on the ratings of perceived negative emotions. As intended, the complainant was perceived to express more negative emotions by participants who watched the emotional statement (M = 5.25, SD = 1.14, 95% CI [5.08, Table 1 displays participants' ratings of the complainant's believability. A 2 9 3 ANOVA performed on the believability ratings showed that the main effect of complainant expression was not statistically significant, F(1, 356) = 0.02, p = .877, g Thus, contrary to the predictions in H2a and H2b, the effect of complainant expression did not differ markedly across the different mimicry-instruction conditions. The only group in which the complainant was judged more believable when delivering an emotional (vs. neutral) statement was the control group (see Table 1 ). Even in that group, however, the simple effect of complainant demeanour failed to reach statistical significance, F(1, 356) = 2.08, p = .150, g 2 p = .006, 90% CI [0.000, 0.026]. Given the lack of support for H1, H2a, and H2b, the hypotheses positing that the EVE would be mediated by cognitive and affective empathy (H3a and H3b) were not evaluated further. Unexpectedly, there was a statistically significant main effect of mimicry instruction, F(2, 356) = 6.19, p = .002, g 
Main analyses
Exploratory analyses
Additional analyses were conducted to further explore the unexpected main effect of mimicry instructions on ratings of the complainant's believability. An underlying mechanism may be that participants' inhibition of mimicry interfered with their ability Notes. In all cells, n = 60, except control instructions-emotional expression where n = 62. a Scale ranged from 0% (certainly false) to 100% (certainly true). to experience cognitive empathy with the complainant (Stel, 2016) . Consistent with this possibility, a 2 9 3 ANOVA showed that ratings of cognitive empathy differed across the facial-mimicry conditions, F(2, 356) = 3.88, p = .021, g Table 1 .
A second possible mechanism is that participants' inhibition of mimicry reduced their experience of affective empathy with the complainant (Stel, 2016) . A 2 9 3 ANOVA showed that the main effect of mimicry instruction was statistically significant, F(2, 356) = 4.27, p = .015, g Table 1 .
A mediation analysis (Hayes, 2013) was conducted to examine whether the differences in cognitive and affective empathy could statistically account for the difference in rated complainant believability between the no-mimicry (dummy coded as 1) and control conditions (0). 3 The results of the analysis are displayed in Figure 1 . The calculation of 95% bias-corrected bootstrap confidence interval (BCa CI), based on 10,000 resamples, showed that the indirect path from mimicry instruction to believability via cognitive empathy differed significantly from zero, a 1 b 1 = À3.08, 95% BCa CI [À5.87, À0.72]. The indirect path via affective empathy, however, did not differ significantly from zero, a 2 b 2 = À0.78, 95% BCa CI [À2.23, 0.11]. When controlling for the proposed mediators, the direct effect of mimicry instruction on believability was still distinguishably different from zero (c 0 = À6.85, 95% CI [À12.14, À1.57]), but was notably smaller than when the mediators were not controlled for (c = À10.71, 95% CI [À16.69, À4.74]). This pattern of results is compatible with the possibility that participants' inhibition of mimicry reduced believability ratings by interfering with their experience of cognitive empathy. Cognitive empathy accounted for only some of the total effect, however, suggesting that there are additional, unidentified mechanisms at play.
Discussion
The current study failed to replicate the previously demonstrated EVE; overall, the complainant's emotional expressions did not influence participants' ratings of believability. Moreover, and perhaps as a result of the failure to replicate the EVE in the first place, instructing participants to actively engage in or inhibit facial mimicry did not alter the extent to which their believability ratings were influenced by the complainant's emotional expressions. Hence, these results are inconclusive as to the hypothesis that facial mimicry is a key mechanism underlying the EVE. It is worth noting that the failure to detect the EVE cannot readily be attributed to a lack of statistical power. In fact, the current experiment had very high power (99%) to detect an effect similar to that observed by Ask and Landstr€ om (2010; d = .48) and reasonable power (80%) to detect an effect as small as d = .30. 4 The null finding may nonetheless be little more than a natural consequence of chance variations across samples. In fact, when there is a true underlying effect in the population, studies powered at 80% can be expected to miss that effect in one of five studies. Alternatively, however, the different outcomes across studies may be the result of the operation of some unknown moderator.
One noteworthy difference is that the original study by Ask and Landstr€ om was conducted with a sample of police trainees, whereas the current study used a more general sample consisting mainly of university students. Possibly, the two populations hold different expectations about the emotional expressions of crime victims. For example, because police trainees are more aware of the nature and consequences of crime, they may believe that the experience of sexualized victimization should have a greater emotional impact than do most other student populations. If so, this should result in police trainees reacting with stronger scepticism when rape complainants fail to display the expected emotional reactions. Furthermore, participants in the current study overall rated the complainant as markedly more believable than did participants in the Ask and Landstr€ om (2010) study. It may be that a heightened general suspiciousness among police trainees provides a more fertile ground for the EVE to come into expression. In the deception detection literature, it has indeed been shown that law-enforcement personnel tend to be more suspicious and express less truth bias than the general population (Masip, Alonso, Herrero, & Garrido, 2016) .
It could also be argued that the chances of observing the EVE in the current experiment were limited because two-thirds of the participants were explicitly instructed to focus on facial expressions, potentially disrupting their spontaneous judgement process. From this perspective, looking at the effect of emotional expression within the control condition only (where no mimicry instructions were given) may give a less biased estimate of the EVE size. 5 In the study by Ask and Landstr€ om (2010) , however, the EVE was actually more pronounced among participants whose spontaneous judgement process was disrupted by a cognitive load manipulation. Regardless of the actual cause of the discrepant findings, the current results provide a valuable contribution to future estimations of the true size of the underlying EVE (e.g., metaanalyses).
While the original hypotheses were not confirmed, exploratory analyses revealed results that are informative about the role of facial mimicry in attributions of credibility. Specifically, instructions to actively inhibit facial mimicry significantly reduced participants' ratings of the complainant's believability. This suggests that deliberate attempts to avoid facial synchrony with social targets may have the unintended consequence of increasing scepticism. Follow-up analyses indicated that this may have occurred in part because the disruption of facial mimicry interferes with cognitive empathy. This account resonates well with previous research showing that perceivers are less likely to engage in perspective taking when their facial mimicry is inhibited (Stel et al., 2008) . It seems plausible, therefore, that no-mimicry participants came to question the complainant's believability because of their reduced tendency to imagine the event from the complainant's perspective. Another possible account is that facial mimicry enhances the experience of affective empathy and that the inhibition of mimicry induces scepticism by blocking the 'contagion' of negative emotions from complainant to perceivers. The latter explanation seems less plausible, however, because the inhibition of mimicry did not significantly attenuate experienced negative emotions compared with controls, and the affective-empathy mechanism was not statistically significant as a mediator of the mimicrysuppression-believability link.
Given the finding that mimicry suppression increased participants' scepticism, one might wonder why the active encouragement of mimicry did not have the opposite influence, reducing participants' scepticism compared with control participants. A first explanation rests on the observation that participants in the mimicry condition reported mimicking the complainant to an extent much more similar to control participants than did no-mimicry participants. Thus, it may be that the instruction to mimic did not increase mimicry enough compared with participants' baseline to influence the perception of the complainant. A second, related explanation has to do with the fact that the mimicry instruction did not influence participants' experience of cognitive empathy compared with the control condition. As suggested by the mediation analysis, cognitive empathy may be an important precursor of believability judgements. It may be worthwhile, in future studies, to investigate whether a reduction in empathic responding (presumably experienced by no-mimicry participants) would be perceived as more informative to the believability of a complainant than would an increase in empathic responding (which the mimicry instruction failed to effect). Such a finding would indicate that people expect to experience empathy when perceiving crime victims, and become suspicious when that empathy is less intense than expected.
While it remains for future research to more firmly establish the responsible mechanisms, the mere fact that inhibition of mimicry may induce scepticism has important practical implications in professional settings. Judges in criminal trials, for instance, are expected to remain objective and impartial with regard to the parties involved (Anleu & Mack, 2005) . Research indicates that the inhibition of facial synchrony can be a strategy for distancing oneself from social targets and maintaining an independent stance (Seibt, M€ uhlberger, Likowski, & Weyers, 2015) . Professional judges engage in quite extensive emotion management, and, indeed, attempt to prevent facial emotional displays when observing oral testimonies in court to maintain an impartial demeanour (Bergman Blix & Wettergren, 2016) . The current findings show that such a strategy may in fact introduce a new kind of bias, reducing perceived credibility overall. If the avoidance of mimicry were applied indiscriminately to all witnesses, complainants, and defendants, it should not lead to unfair treatment. However, problems may arise when oral testimony is weighed against other forms of evidence (e.g., written statements) or when the amount of facial mimicry varies across different targets. The risk of bias in judges' empathizing has previously been pointed out by other scholars (Abrams, 2010; Bandes, 2009; Brennan, 1988) .
A couple of caveats regarding the methods of the current experiment should be noted. First, there was no direct observation (e.g., video recording) of the extent to which participants actually displayed facial mimicry when watching the complainant's statement. This omission leaves only subjective measures of actual facial synchrony (i.e., self-ratings), which may be subject to socially desirable responses. In the light of previous studies reporting large effects on actual mimicry using the same set of mimicry instructions (Stel et al., 2008) , however, one can be relatively confident that the manipulation was effective. Second, the stimulus materials comprised only two statements portrayed by a single actor. It could be argued that the lack of stimulus sampling limits the generality of the current findings (Wells & Windschitl, 1999) . The main purpose of this study, however, was not to demonstrate the existence of differences between judgements of emotional and neutral complainants, but rather to investigate the underlying mechanism by manipulating a proposed moderator (i.e., mimicry). As the current video material had previously been used to successfully demonstrate the EVE (Ask & Landstr€ om, 2010) , it was deemed feasible to use in further probing of the mechanisms.
The main goal of the current study was to investigate the role of facial mimicry in the link between complainant emotional expressions and perceived credibility. Despite a high-powered attempt to replicate the previously demonstrated EVE, the results provided little support for the effect. This null finding -which, on its own, is not to be taken as evidence against the EVE -is an important contribution to the cumulative estimation of the actual underlying effect size. The second major finding was that the inhibition of facial mimicry reduced perceptions of credibility at an overall level, apparently by disrupting the development of perceivers' empathy with the complainant. This scepticism-inducing effect may have unintended consequences in settings where actors engage in active emotion management and must adhere to strict display rules, such as in criminal courts. 
